We develop a unified analysis of the Person Restriction, blocking 1 st and 2 nd person agreement in cases like (ib), and the 3 rd person agreement variation in (ii) and (iii) (and elsewhere in the language). The analysis is based on the hypothesis that interpretable (but unvalued) Person and Number are separate probes ('heads') in the clausal structure.
1. Introduction * * We are grateful to two thorough and helpful reviewers, although they admittedly had more questions than we can answer or even address here. For valuable discussions and comments we also thank Noam Chomsky, Thorbjörg Hróarsdóttir, Ian Roberts, Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson and the audience at GLOW 29 in Barcelona. They are not responsible for any conclusions we have drawn from their comments or advice. The research for this paper was supported by a grant from the Swedish Research Council to Halldór Sigurðsson for the project 'Grammatical categories in Germanic and Romance: on the relation between interpretation and morphology' and by a grant from AHRC to Anders Holmberg for the project 'Null subjects and the structure of parametric theory '. There are two histories behind this article. First, as has been widely discussed in the generative literature on agreement, since Sigurðsson (1991 Sigurðsson ( , 1996 and Taraldsen (1995 Taraldsen ( , 1996 two. This intervention effect was first reported by Hróarsdóttir (2003, 2004) , henceforth H&H, and has since been discussed by many (e.g., Hiraiwa 2005 , Nomura 2005 , Chomsky 2005 Torfadóttir. In addition, Gunnar Hrafn, Jóhanna, Thórhallur, Teodóra, and Thorbjörg Hróarsdóttir, kindly filled in for us the 1990 survey on the simplex construction. 4 However, 'Icelandic A', 'Icelandic B' and 'Icelandic C' are to a certain extent idealizations, since we mostly take only the clearest extremes into account. There is considerable variation 'in between' these extremes, to which we cannot do any justice here, although we mention some of it. 5 We cannot make a claim to this effect on the basis of our limited informant survey. However, our oldest informants are Icelandic A speakers, whereas the youngest ones are speakers of Icelandic C. 
High Intervention
In (7)- (12) However, we will argue that both the Person Restriction and the general agreement blocking in Icelandic C are actually due to (covert or overt) intervention, and that all three phenomena or patterns in (19) thus can and should get a unified account. Such an account can be developed if
Person and Number are separate probes.
Split Person/Number probing
The Person Restriction suggests that Person probing and Number probing are distinct phenomena. Adopting the approach pursued by Sigurðsson (2004a Sigurðsson ( , 2006a Sigurðsson ( , 2006b ), we assume the order of elements in (20), where not only T and C-type features like Fin(iteness) and Top(ic), but also Pn (=Person) and Nr (=Number) are clausal heads, the basic assumption being that any clausal head is a single feature (cf. Sigurðsson 2000 , and, e.g., Cardinaletti 2003 :
Another important factor is that DAT moves out of vP, thus complying with the generalization (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001 ) that the subject always has to raise from a 'full verb phrase', containing both a subject and an object (parallel facts hold for Icelandic nominative subjects): (21) As indicated by the initial dots, we do not show V2 raising of the finite verb (to 'C'), nor do we show potential topicalization of DAT to the high left edge ('SpecCP'), as these processes do not generally affect agreement.
14 12 In addition, the subject may be topicalized into a still higher position ('SpecCP'). Since we adopt a tucking in approach to movement (see below), we do not assume any specifier positions, instead using the notions high left edge ('SpecCP') and the low left edge ('SpecIP'), the former targeted by topicalization and the latter by High Subject Raising. We do not have any term for the position targeted by Low Subject Raising (but in a Spec approach the term would have been 'SpecNr'). 13 We do not have an account of why T-raising to Nr takes place after Low Subject Raising of DAT (perhaps, it takes place for morphological purposes only). Either, we have to allow local phase-internal repairing processes of this kind or the derivation is more complex than we assume here. Possibly, DAT probes T, raising it across Nr, but we will not pursue the issue here.
14 However, one of our informants shows vague agreement-sensitivity to DAT-raising 15 Since it takes place later than T-raising to Nr and T/Nr-raising to Pn (recall that Nr and Pn probing must take place immediately after T-raising to Nr and T/Nr-raising to Pn).
As in Icelandic A, number probing takes place immediately after T-raising to Nr, here in (24) The position taken by DAT in (29)/(27) is the canonical (post-C) subject position ('Spec,IP'), alternatively filled by an expletive or a stylistically fronted element (see Holmberg 2000 , Sigurðsson 2004a , that is, the raising of the dative subject is arguably EPP-driven (see below). 16 It is suprising that this raising removes the intervention effect of the dative with respect to only number and not also with respect to person:
16 As has been widely discussed, the Icelandic expletive það 'there, it' is confined to clause initial position in both The derivation is compatible with the approach to movement taken in Sigurðsson (2004a Sigurðsson ( , 2006a , 
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An important aspect of the analysis is that Pn and Nr are interpretable features or heads in the clausal structure, that is, they are not a split 'AgrS' in disguise. Consider this for Pn. A predication like write (x, y) or write (θ 1 , θ 2 ), can of course be expressed as in (37) We cannot go any further into these complex issues here, and must instead refer the reader to previous work by Sigurðsson (2004a Sigurðsson ( , 2006a Sigurðsson ( , 2006b We now proceed, illustrating how our split person/number probing approach accounts for some further recalcitrant facts.
Low Intervention
In the cases we have been looking at so far, the intervening element is in a relatively high position, in a main clause, like the underlined datives in (40):
(40) a. Þess vegna mundi/*mundum henni líklega virðast við vera haefir.
that for would.3SG/1PL her.DAT probably seem we.NOM be competent 'Therefore, we would probably seem competent to her.' b. Þess vegna mundi/%mundu henni líklega virðast þeir vera haefir.
that for would.3SG/3PL her.DAT probably seem they.NOM be competent 'Therefore, they would probably seem competent to her.'
However, intervention may also be 'low', induced by a dative in the subject position of the infinitive, as in (41) Having raised, the dative does not induce an intervention effect between the participle and the NOM object. Simultaneously, however, it can be an intervener for a finite matrix verb: As far as we have been able to determine, there is no dialectal variation with regard to the low intervention in (41). This is what we predict, since the dative argument cannot, in this case, raise out of the probing domain of the matrix Nr. The relevant structure is sketched in (44):
The higher DAT subsequently raises across Nr, as we have seen, but the lower one is locked within the vP phase.
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An alternative account of the variation between Icelandic A and Icelandic B/C would ascribe the difference to a property of dative case, such that dative case is transparent to agreement in Icelandic A, but blocks agreement in Icelandic B/C. However, the fact that both Icelandic A and Icelandic B/C observe an intervention effect in (41) suggests that the present 20 The (good) question of why this fact is a fact is irrelevant for our present purposes. It could be made to follow from PIC or from the property that makes the left edge of ECM infinitives a 'freezing' position, but we do not wish to pursue the issue here.
approach is more to the point, and so does the fact that all three varieties respect the Person Restriction (if we are right that it is just a subcase of Dative Intervention). We will see more evidence of that in the next section.
Wh-movement and agreement
In the approach pursued by H&H, not only the overt DAT in (45) (which has undergone Low Subject Raising) but also the wh-copy in structures like (46) However, H&H only discussed structures of this sort with third person nominatives. As in many other respects, wh-copies are evidently 'stronger' in some sense than A-copies, thus inducing an intervention effect like overt arguments but unlike A-copies. We don't know why this is the case, nor does anyone else, as far as we know.
These facts confirm that the Person Restriction is indeed caused by intervention: When neither a dative argument nor a clause boundary intervenes between T/Nr/Pn and the nominative argument, then person as well as number agreement has to apply. Also, this further confirms that agreement restrictions in Icelandic DAT-NOM constructions are structural, hence not a consequence of some special inherent property of the Icelandic dative (in contrast to the prevailing view since at least Boeckx 2000, shared by, e.g., Sigurðsson 2006a Sigurðsson , 2006b ).
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The scrambling of the embedded nominative subject is possible only if the dative has whmoved. This is illustrated by the echo-questions in (48) That is to say, we cannot maintain Chomsky's (2005) disjunction of A and A-bar chains.
In particular in the case of Icelandic A, we have to assume that DAT, whether it is a whP or not, first undergoes movement to the left of Nr, and then undergoes wh-movement to SpecCP.
'Half-agreement' and invisible double Person agreement
Reconsider Icelandic A: This half-agreement problem is 'solved' in Sigurðsson (2006a Sigurðsson ( , 2006b ), but our informant suvey provides evidence that it should not, as it were, be solved, namely: In case a verb form in the 2PL is homophonous with the 3PL form, plural agreement becomes better than elsewhere (that is, better than for other inflectional paradigms, where there is no such 2-3PL syncretism That is, speakers can "both eat their cake and have it too" (Sigurðsson 1996:35 her.DAT found-boring.1PL we.NOM
The facts in (55) are well-known since Sigurðsson (1991 Sigurðsson ( , 1996 . In contrast, it is new knowledge that morphological syncretism can lead to grammaticality in the plural as well, as in (53a) above. This new knowledge is important, because it shows that what matters here is not 28 Thus, it is probably not a coincidence that so many DAT-NOM verbs are -st verbs (see, e.g., the lists of quirky subject constructions in Jónsson 1998 Jónsson , 2005 Constraint, an issue that we shall however not discuss here).
Recall that Nr and Pn probing must take place immediately after T-raising to Nr and T/Nrraising to Pn, respectively. Hence, Nr probing cannot take place after T/Nr raising to Pn, whereas Pn probing has to take place precisely then.
Person probing of DAT always yields third person (cf. Sigurðsson 1996 , Boeckx 2000 , and NOM is ruled in as long as person probing of NOM neither leads to a 'non-third' person form (which would be incompatible with person probing of DAT) nor to a form that contradicts the person of NOM. In (53a) and (55a), then, T/Nr probes NOM, yielding plural in (53a) and singular in (55a); subsequently, T/Nr/Pn probes both DAT and NOM for (only) person, and since this yields a form that is compatible with the person requirements of both DAT and NOM, the derivation converges. Otherwise, it crashes, as in (55b) and in, e.g., the 'half-agreement' version of (53b) (with virtust.2-3PL, but 1PL NOM). Once again, then, it is evident that Pn and Nr probing are distinct phenomena, Pn probing applying later in the derivation than Nr probing.
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The relevant descriptive generalization, call it the SYNCRETISM GENERALIZATION, is stated in (58) T/Nr/Pn and NOM), so it is evident from this that intervention is affected by purely morphological, non-syntactic factors. This is not surprising if much of 'syntax' in the traditional sense is actually morphosyntax or 'PF-syntax', operating in a 'syntactic fashion' with abstract features and feature matching but crucially taking place after transfer to PF (including morphology), hence out of sight for the semantic interface (Sigurðsson 2006a , 2006c , Sigurðsson and Maling 2006 . If so, it is no wonder that agreement morphology is generally semantically vacuous or uninterpretable (Chomsky 1995 and subsequent work) . 30 Notice that this account suggests that Nr probing of NOM from T/Nr across DAT should be possible in structures like (24)' above in Icelandic B and C, as long as this does not lead to a morphological mismatch (i.e., in case DAT and NOM are in the same number, either both singular or both plural). Our data are not extensive enough to allow any firm conclusions here, but they indicate, albeit vaguely, that this might be correct for at least some Icelandic B speakers. The same is suggested by some of the judgements in H&H, e.g., the contrast between their (16b) and (17b) (see also the contrast between their (18b) and (19b)).
Conclusion
In this paper we have shown that there are three varieties of Icelandic which differ with respect to number agreement with a postverbal NOM object in the presence of a DAT subject. All varieties are, however, subject to the Person Restriction prohibiting person agreement with the same NOM object.
Absence of number agreement is caused by intervention of the DAT argument, as argued by H&H, among others. A new claim made here is that the Person Restriction is also caused by ordinary DAT intervention, instead of being due to some special property of the Icelandic dative (pace Boeckx 2000 , Sigurðsson 2006a , 2006b ). This follows if: The theory is supported by the observation that when DAT movement is prevented, number agreement is excluded even in Icelandic A, and by the observation that when the NOM object is able to raise above the dative, number and person agreement is possible. The separation of Pn and Nr is also supported by the possibility of half-agreement, under certain restricted circumstances, that is when the verb agrees with a 1 st or 2 nd person NOM object in number without unambiguously agreeing (or 'disagreeing') with it in person.
